Mediation and Recommendation
Autumn Fiester, PhD In her systematic review of the work of the ASBH Core Competencies Update Task Force, Anita Tarzian, et al writes, "The ethics facilitation approach does not preclude offering recommendations or expert opinions" [2012] . This stance on recommendations is often made to distinguish the "facilitation" approach to clinical ethics endorsed by the ASBH Core
Competencies [ASBH, 2011] from the "mediation" approach that is, at best, wary of offering recommendations [Fiester 2011; Fiester 2012] . But determining how much difference exists between the two "camps" is difficult to do, in light of the Core Competencies' simultaneous caveat that HCEC must not "impose their values" on stakeholders involved in an ethics conflict [ASBH, 2011, 6, 9] . What types of "recommendations" are permissible from the perspective of beyond a ringing endorsement of mere "process" recommendations that no camp would oppose (e.g., "attempt to contact the patient's daughter", "conduct a clinical assessment of decisionmaking capacity" [ASBH 2009, 8-9] ), the quoted passage merely repeats, with some equivocating, the rhetoric that "consultants should be careful about recommending a single course of action if more than one course of action is ethically acceptable" [ASBH 2009, 8-9] .
But what about the "range of morally acceptable options" that proponents of the "facilitation" approach keep talking about [Tarzian 2012; ASBH 2011, 6; Aulisio 2011, 347] ? Couldn't one say that those "options" are what the Core Competencies mean by "recommendations"? One could, indeed, say that, but then one would have both radically altered the standard definition of the term "recommendation" and simultaneously dissolved what is taken to be the central distinction between the "facilitation" and "mediation" approaches. To "recommend" is to "endorse," "advocate," "push towards," or "commend." What would it mean to "advocate" for every acceptable option? Laying out the range of ethically justifiable options is not advocacy or endorsement -it's "moral archaeology": a systematic uncovering of the moral values, interests, principles, and laws at play in an ethics dispute. And no process is more committed to moral archaeology than mediation. So if, in fact, the peculiar species of "recommendation" that the Core Competencies have in mind is merely to chart the relevant ethical considerations of the conflict, then the contrast of "facilitation" with "mediation" is a distinction without a difference. L --, principles of the participants does not constitute a "recommendation." ----Reviewing the value-based positions,interests and available (justifiable) options of the stakeholders is a critical function of ECS, (and requires a certain type of expertise) but it involves NO advocacy --it's a kind of moral archaeology or moral excavation, Arras "discovery" [Arras Casuistry ; too many citations] --to mine the case for the morally salient features is not the same as hierarchizing them or pontificating on their relevant merit or weight vis à vis each other --in other words, it is NOT the prioritization or endorsement that A lot of talk about ECS laying out "range" But how is that to be understood as "recommendations" 
